Literature on entrepreneurial creativity has been widely developed in the last decades, with attention both to the process and to its origins and antecedents. The aim of this paper is to systematize the literature on the topic, in order to better clarify the concept of entrepreneurial creativity in its main features and components.
Introduction

Entrepreneurial Creativity
Creative entrepreneurship is like an overall process of creation, both in front of opportunities and threats and with reference to firm's resources, their combinations and changes.
Part of the literature regards the relationship between the entrepreneur and the external context, underlying his capacity of catching opportunities that other cannot see or see later (Fillis & Rentschler, 2010) . Some scholars concentrate on the resource use and bundling, which enlarge the number of options and the chances of innovating. Others underline that creativity is often stimulated by penurious starting contexts, since this represents an incentive to find new solutions (Shwartz & Bless, 1991) . Other contributions focus on the tools (social ties, social networks' connections) the entrepreneur can implement to get access to new resources that could be useful for creative development (Fillis & Rentschler, 2010) .
Some works try to systematize the main contributions on the theme, considering the main components of creativity (Dayan et al., 2013) , its development (Zhou, 2008) and the methods to measure it (Sullivan and Ford, 2010) .
However, the issue still shows fragmented contributions on the concept of entrepreneurial creativity in different disciplines, within a very complex multidimensional construct. Therefore, we propose a systematic literature review with an analysis to verify whether substantial differences exist in terms of academic debate on specific research themes and among methodological, theoretical and empirical studies.
Definition of Entrepreneurial Creativity
The definition of entrepreneurial creativity needs to take into account two precise terms, creativity and entrepreneurship, that already are expression of unique peculiarities. Their merge can give back the conceptual meaning of this expression. In the light of this observation, the current paper starts from the analysis of these terms to after achieve a definition suitable for the purpose of this work.
Some of the most cited definition of creativity in the works on entrepreneurial creativity is that of Amabile et al. (1996 Amabile et al. ( , 2000 and Sternberg (1999) . The formers define creativity as the 'production of novel, useful ideas or problem solutions'; the latter as 'the ability to produce work that is both novel, i.e., original and unexpected, and appropriate, i.e., useful'. Coming back in 1942, Schumpeter used the expression "creative destruction" to emphatize the influence of entrepreneurial creativity and innovation on the creation of new products, services and organizations. More precisely, through creative distruction the entrepreneur 'reforms or revolutionizes the Some authors define entrepreneurial creativity as a complex phenomenon (Phan et al., 2010 ) that recalls both intrinsic and extrinsic motivations (Amabile, 1997) . Others (Goss et al, 2007; Fillis & Rentschler, 2010; Fortwengel et al, 2016) , instead of defining "entrepreneurial creativity" put the attention on creativity as a component of entrepreneurial process that encourages the entrepreneur on catch/create opportunities from which benefit the competitive advantage. However, these definitions do not clarify how and to what extent creativity entrepreneurial creativity acts on opportunities as well as what are the main focuses of entrepreneurial creativity. This is the reason why this paper proceeds with a systematic literature review in order to verify the state of art of this topic. 
1997
Entrepreneurial creativity requires a combination of intrinsic motivation and certain kinds of extrinsic motivation -a motivational synergy that results when strong levels of personal interest and involvement are combined with the promise of rewards that confirm competence, support skill development, and enable future achievement.
The generation and implementation of novel, appropriate ideas to establish a new venture (a new business or new program to deliver products or services). The primary novel, useful ideas may have to do with: (a) the products or services themselves, (b) identifying a market for the products or services, (c) ways of producing or delivering the products or services, or (d) ways of obtaining resources to produce or deliver the products or services.
Lee, Florida and Acs
2004
Entrepreneurship is form of creativity and can be labelled as business or entrepreneurial creativity because often new businesses are original and useful.
Goss et al 2007
Creativity is an important component of the entrepreneurial process (Ardichvili, Cardozo and Ray, 2003; Goss et al 2007; Schumpeter, 1942) , it is not a synonym for entrepreneurship. Creativity is required for idea generation, but not all novel and useful ideas qualify as entrepreneurial opportunities.
Phan et al 2010
Entrepreneurial creativity is a complex phenomenon that includes cognitive processes, individual motivation, knowledge and personality, individual and team decision making, and social and ijbm.ccsenet.org
International Journal of Business and Management Vol. 12, No. 6; economic influences Creativity, as the cognitive process of discovering new patterns or combinations from familiar ideas, routines, and mental models is thus the engine that drives entrepreneurial discovery.
Fillis and Rentschler
2010
Creativity enables the entrepreneur to act on these opportunities in ways which can result in competitive advantage for the organisation. It can provide the basis for innovation and business growth, as well as impacting positively on society generally.
Shepherd and Patzelt
2011
Since entrepreneurship is about the introduction of new and often original products, processes, and services, researchers have emphasized the important role creativity plays in the entrepreneurial process.
Dayan et al 2013
Entrepreneurial creativity can thus be seen as the capabilities of entrepreneurs to conceive of new combinations of hitherto independent elements so that an improved or new product/service, process or practice is formed, which adds value over what existed previously in the marketplace or in the production environment.
Block et al 2013
Entrepreneurs who value the creativity associated with their ventures should also have a higher willingness to invest in their ventures.
Frodeman
2014
The terms creativity and entrepreneurship are inherently inter-and transdisciplinary in academic
parlance, yet many recognize that they are actually postdisciplinary areas of study and practice that converge and also redistribute disciplinary content within sociocultural contexts.
Sardana
2015
Entrepreneurship should then be seen as a creative element of the society that manifests itself in a variety of forms, such as social, cultural, technical, political, or ecological.
Source. Our elaboration.
Methodology
In order to better clarify the examined topic, we proceeded with a literature review on the field. The first step was an extensive search through bibliographic electronic databases, and precisely: Business Source Premier (EBSCO), Emerald, Direct (Elsevier), and Google Scholar, matching then the results.
The outcomes of this search descend from a series of parameters, ex ante established, that are:
• Keywords search "creativity + entrepreneurship", "creative entrepreneur", "creative entrepreneurial capabilities", "entrepreneurial creativity";
• Selection of academic journals dealing with the following areas: strategic management, human resource management, strategic human resource management, psychology, sociology, organizational behavior and marketing. Therefore, we selected the articles which better match the parameters, eliminating the contributions with close but different topics (id: employees' creativity, leadership, etc).
The obtained contributions have been systematized according to the focus, the objective and the adopted methodology. Our methodology recalls previous studies (Brady and Allen, 2006; Zain et al., 2001) , that consider papers based on Case Study, Comparative analysis, Survey, Theoretical with Application methods.
We proceeded as follows. We built a first Pareto diagram on two co-ordinates: the number of publications and their categories in order to visualize the literature trends; we developed a second diagram according to the adopted methods. We singled out the top five journals for each research area. We then grouped the selected articles according to their main stream of research, main focus (process, antecedents, affective/cognitive factors, development and components) and explored relationships between research areas and research topics (social networks, bisociation, opportunities, etc.) in order to understand if there are recurring links or uncovered themes. Vol. 12, No. 6; entrepreneurial creativity (Woodman and Shoenfeldt, 1990; Baluth et al., 2014; Amanile, 1996 Amanile, , 2013 , the proposed models look at one or more antecedents without looking at the entire set of sources of entrepreneurial creativity that can belong to individual, organizational and social level. Literature is more developed on the individual and social level and wider analysis is needed according to organizational level of analysis.
Hence, the analysed antecedents show a lack an "interactionist model" (this term was coined by Woodman and Shoenfeldt in 1990 in order to express existing interactions among social, personality, cognitive, psychology and other perspectives), that simultaneously considers individual, organizational and external factors according to a pluralist lens of analysis (psychological, social, entrepreneurial, behavioural, etc.) . Gap 1.2: Literature demonstrates different views on the importance of external context on entrepreneurial creativity. This specific issue needs to be more developed according to both theoretical and empirical perspective. While contributions on the link between dynamic and turbulent environment and entrepreneurial creativity are developed, literature suffers of papers focusing the attention on the influence of stable environment on entrepreneurial creativity. Furthermore, in order to understand the these dichotomic behaviours (creative and not creative) according to different environmental situations, literature has to explore whether and to what extent the behaviours of entrepreneurs operating in the same industry can differ even in the condition of the same environmental situations. In the light of these observations, comparative studies can help in this understanding.
With reference to cognitive-affective factors in strategic decision-making, many scholars (Amabile, 2005; Bratnicka and Bratnicki, 2013) underlined their importance, but empirical research is still scarce.
Entrepreneurs implement cognitive processes to generate, validate, and refine ideas for new products, processes, or services (Gemmel et al., 2012) . The probability of novelty "varies with the number of cognitive elements available for association and with the breadth of those elements that are treated as relevant to the problem" (Amabile, 2005) . Cognitive processes such as divergent thinking and flexibility are critical to generate a rich set of alternatives to consider (Shalley and Perry-Smith, 2008) .
Creativity entrepreneurship calls for high levels of cognitive creativity, generating a willingness to absorb and bear uncertainty: if entrepreneurs lack this capability, they are unlikely to use their cognitive capabilities to look for opportunities (Butler et al., 2010) . Dayan et al. (2013) state that creative self-efficacy helps individuals enhance certain cognitive skills, such as greater memory recall and greater information searches.
Recently, Delgado-Garcìa et al. (2012) underline that "positive affective traits" can limit the entrepreneur's cognitive capacity and even reduce his motivation to think in a more elaborate way" and implement a simplified decision-making strategy. Negative emotional states, on the other hand, increase the entrepreneur's motivation to engage in more detailed and substantive process (Schwarz, Bless, 1991) . On the contrary, George et al. (2007) state that positive affect promotes flexibility and creativity in thinking and is conducive to creativity and to the generation of new and useful ideas. Gap: Therefore, there is a lack of clearness in the identification of the ideal environment in which entrepreneurial creative behaviours can come to light. Furthermore, various scholars (Dijkesterhuis and Meurs, 2006; Perry-Smith, 2006) underline that when an individual is consciously working on a task, he/she may be limited in considering alternative creative plans of action: the mental set of schemes and assumptions can block his/her creative nature.
As regards the components/dimensions of entrepreneurial creativity divergent thinking (Runko, 2004; Davidsson and Honig, 2003) is considered a dimension of entrepreneurial creativity. Indeed, the entrepreneurial ability to afford multiple cognitive paths and to have divergent ideas can generate creative solutions. In this sense, creativity comes out when two or more ideas or pieces of information, that in the early stage appears separate, are then directed together for the generation of something new. In this process, combination and reorganisation are the two distinctive activities of the creative entrepreneur (Gielnik et al, 2014) . Other scholars (Walton, 2003) find that divergent thinking is not the exclusive component of the entrepreneurial but also "creativity attitudes and interests, personality traits, biographical inventories, and creative accomplishments" are fundamental dimensions.
Moreover, what is interesting is the fact that other scholars (Sternberg and Lubart, 1991; Zohu and Shalley, 2008) identify other components of entrepreneurial creativity belonging to the social and relational sphere (i.e., tem decision making, resources of social network, team dynamics).
The study on the components of entrepreneurial creativity is fundamental for the understanding of what and how the various elements can interplay in this process. It would be interesting to know the weight of each component, if some of them prevail on the others and what are that essential in the composition of entrepreneurial creativity in order to define them as core components. Furthermore, it is important to understand if there are dialectical differences in these papers between antecedents and components of entrepreneurial creativity. Indeed, while Vol. 12, No. 6; West, 2002).
The social network the individual is embedded in can significantly influence the idea generation as well as the perception of its feasibility through the interaction with other individuals (Greve and Salaff, 2003) , representing an important antecedent to entrepreneurial creativity (Perry-Smith, 2006 ) and can have a positive impact on the creative context (Schoenfeldt, 1989) . Such view enlarges the perspective from the single individual with his/her own intrinsic features to a complex unit of analysis, made of a network of relationships that can influence the process of idea generation and perception of its feasible implications.
As regards the link between entrepreneurial creativity and bisociation, very interesting appears Koestler's (1964) view, which considers at the basis of creativity the concepts of counterarguments -bisociation -in terms of result of two different frames of thinking.
From here, the connection between creativity and ambidexterity comes out, since the creative entrepreneur can run contradictory situations or, in other words, "connecting the dots where the links are not obvious" (Ko & Butler, 2007, p. 369) .
Even if this view was not referred to entrepreneurship, it has been successively applied to the context, as confirmed by some definitions (Amabile, 1997) in which creativity is conceived as the "generation of novel and appropriate solutions to open-ended problems in any domain of human activity" (Ko & Butler, 2007, p. 367) . Such view challenges the trade-off between novelty and usefulness (Hargadon & Douglas, 2001) . On this topic, some authors (Ford & Sullivan, 2004) assert that in organizational project teams novelty is represented by an S-shape since the useful of novelty decreases as the project advances. In a different perspective, Lichfield (2008) explains that novel ideas can take a higher time to become useful in their implementation, owing to their own novelty and difficulty in interacting with organizational routines. In this optic, if creativity is made of novelty and usefulness, its management could be that of novelty and of usefulness goals.
The above-described interconnections (Figure 4 ) between the theme of entrepreneurial creativity and the main topics (entrepreneurial social network, entrepreneurial bisociation, entrepreneurial opportunities) highlight the exploratory soul of this literature review because it underlines the current debate and shows the main interrelated topics. The other soul, the confirmatory one, allows to identify the research gaps and to verify if the current research has achieved satisfactory results.
First of all, as regards the topic entrepreneurial opportunities, it is important to underline a limitation of existing approaches to opportunity identifications/creation, since the heterogeneity of entrepreneurs is not taken into account. Differences in background and experience can lead entrepreneurs to differences in innovative opportunity identification/creation. Hence, further works must focus the attention on how and to what extent the entrepreneurs' personal background can influence the opportunity identification/creation. To this, it is necessary to add the issue of stable/turbulent environment in which opportunities can be caught and/or created.
Secondly, as regards the social network, contributions limit their focus on the single individual rather than explore the opportunities arising from the network. Other scholars extend this view, stating that entrepreneurs who are networked to opportunity sources may even not need to be as creative as those who are not networked, since their creativity is linked to that of others in the network (Hills et al., 1997) . Furthermore, it would be interesting to understand if the recourse to social network or the influence of social network on the entrepreneurial creativity in what stage occurs (i.e., new business venturing, development phase, etc.).
Thirdly, the topic of bisociation is underanalyzed as the percentage (6%) demonstrates. Hence, literature efforts must pause on the study of this precise process, the different frames that can interplay and how the synthesis between divergent thinking happens.
The systematic literature review also takes into account the methodologies adopted in the analysed papers. The majority of contributions (35 papers) uses theoretical with application, followed by conceptual papers that we label literature review (32 papers), comparative study (12 papers), survey (5 papers) and case study (4 papers). This allocation shows the clear necessity to direct future research on case study methodology, also in the comparative form, in order to understand what it emerges from the analysis and if there are significant differences, for example among the entrepreneurs that operate in the same sector or different sectors.
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Conclusions
By the analysis of the selected papers, some interesting hints for conclusion come out. Based on the literature recognition, this study addresses several issues, one of which is the comprehension of the possible disconnection between the creative insight and the idea implementation, which, instead, should represent a basic condition for creative entrepreneurship. This aspect is underlined both in the contributions referred to the creativity as a process and to the theme of creating and catching opportunities. More precisely, the link between the generation of ideas and its implementation is not obvious: it is influenced by the unpredictability of the external context in which the entrepreneurs operate. This opens to wide research advances.
Although Bratnicka and Bratnicki (2013) underline that creativity requires both creation and selection of alternatives, there is a clear lack of connection with the following step referring to the implementation of selected ideas and therefore of the holistic perspective on the whole process. Nonetheless, it is important to underline that even if the entrepreneur possesses the creative competencies cited in the psychological contributions, this does not necessarily lead to an effective and practical outcome. On the other side, some studies (Fillis and Rentschler, 2010; Zhou, 2008) focusing the attention on the process, take the generation of ideas for granted. In line with Zampetakis et al's (2010) thought, creative ideas must be monitored as their remoteness can influence in different ways the organizational outcome. It is also important to understand whether and how literature analyzes the lapse of time between the generation of ideas and its effective implementation. Indeed, in the same direction Dimov (2007:718) underlines that "it is not about the idea per se; rather, it is about finding out whether the idea can really deliver its original promise".
As regards the definition of entrepreneurial creativity, Perry-Smith and Coff (2011) and Phan and Zou (2011) define it as an antecedent to entrepreneurial discovery (Phan and Zhou, 2010) ; others as an entrepreneurial characteristic (Butler et al, 2010) , still others as an essential component in the entrepreneurship process (Zhou, 2008) . Some scholars link the creativity to a flexible approach necessary for the entrepreneurial challenges (Fillis and Rentschler, 2010) Our analysis of prior studies shows that entrepreneurial creativity is also an attitude and it is, sometimes associated with innovative flexibility (Fillis, 2007; Baron and Tang, 2011) and strategic elasticity, as synonymous of creativity. Finally, even if creativity is necessarily expected to come from the entrepreneur, this latter should be also able to spread it at each organisational level in order to achieve a practical improvement in the firm's performance.
From the above-explained concepts, some interesting hints for future research come out. First, it is interesting to focus on the differences and links between creativity, innovative flexibility (changing strategies - Baron and Tang, 2011) and strategic elasticity (enlarging the set of opportunities for the firm, either caught or created). This topic is still closed to Barney's concept of strategic factor markets (1986) in terms of its strategic implications. It could be interesting to verify if creativity itself is a strategic factor market. Secondly, the literature review reveals that the majority of works (52%) concentrate the attention on process rather than on the individual factors. This result is in line on what underlines Dyan et al (2013) underline when they claim that "little research has investigated that intrinsic motivation mediates effects of individual related factors on creativity". Indeed, future research must concentrate the attention on the individual factors that not only influence but also contribute to sustain entrepreneurial creativity.
The literature review demonstrates that 52% of the papers concentrate the attention on the process, the 23% on the antecedents, the 15% on the cognitive/affective factors and the 10% on the main components of the entrepreneurial creativity.
Besides, more work is required, considering that "perhaps the main deficiency of this line of research is the conceptual collapse of the time between a first insight and the idea that ends up being implemented" (Dimov, 2007, p. 717) . "It is not about the idea per se; rather, it is about finding out whether the idea can really deliver its original promise" (p.718).
Even if in the literature, different studies underline the difference between catching and creating opportunities (Alvarez & Barney, 2007) there is still a lack in empirical findings that prove the effectiveness of such difference. Our hint is that this might be a false problem, even if we know that many scholars on the fill will be disappointed about this. The point is that if creativity is somewhat a capability in the organization, at any level of the structure, it may consist of both or of only one of them, but this does not mean it is not creativity. A good decision maker or an intuitive employee may see outside something other do not or may create a totally new, crazy idea that has some potential for implementation. Does this different really matter? From this point of view, an analysis through dynamic capabilities perspective (Della Corte & Del Gaudio, 2012) may be interesting, since it is a dynamic capability referred to any level of the firm's overall human capital.
In such direction, some more clearness appear necessary on the debate between epistemological and ontological nature of creativity, considering that Dimov (2007:724) asserts that "while silent to their ontological aspect-who would deny that a physical reality exists out there?-it highlights their epistemological aspect, i.e., the interpretation and meaning that people have of this underlying reality". There is a subtle transition from the idea to opportunities, because if creativity regards idea generation, entrepreneurship is practical shaping into business decision making. This takes to the last but not least aspect to underline: the issue of implementation, since one of the most interesting aspects is how the idea is translated into practical actions. Most of studies that, as said, are concentrated on the process, just explain that after the idea generation there is the implementation phase. But one of the most important challenges for us as scholars in entrepreneurship is giving answers and suggestions to the real world on how ideas are converted into practice, how strategic change is carried out and what are the main criticalities and results of such processes. This latter is still a real black box probably in the wider area of strategic management.
